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-\. E. \lurl'll
Dlr:~tl)r

CCS ...... rrll..:..J110IlS Rc.qulrC[11.?nL:>

'.;vc ~X-2~9

~ 3! '.;cw mJ.ll Srrtn~s ROJj
Red BJ.n~. 'icw Jersey O~-'ll

~)O~ 75~-~2'::'3

L:mcs J~rger

ICIC
~~I)I) Glenville ROJd

P,tch:lIdson, Tcxas 751.1:-) i

Dear Jim:

Thank you for your May 1. I\)92. letter providing ICIes response to Bellcore's January
31. l\)\)2, letter

The attached provides comments on the anachment to your May 1st letter, in particular Item
4 on 700/800/900 Calls. These comments are the result of recent discussions Bellcore has
had with the Regions on your letter and CIF requirements in general.

If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

rL-- E. --nl(~

'-~ Madeline Bogdan - rCCF Mcxierator
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;;,-.: :,1::,'" Inc: Inform:.l.tIOn \\:1, provIdcd to JerC ill ,1 lettcr from Bcllcore on
J,iU:,,\ ~i, I'N2.

Tile dIrection from the Region:, is [0 prOVide OP onl~ to ,he all-557 cases, An
e\CepllOn to tIllS IS on bOO d:ltJ,b3.se (:ills, For such (:lils, when the connection
Ir'Jln (he SSP to the IC IS :in 55; one :lnd the IC h:is rC'-juestcd CIF, the CIF wdl
b'~ iflclc:G".G III the [A\1. bJ:"ed on lnform:ltlol1 recc'"e,j :'rum the d:ltab:lse,
re:,::.:r,i!c:,,, ,)1 the incoming ,rUi:1\. type to the SSP'

ICIC re"p'-Jnded to Bel\core 111 ~ ktterd:ited M:lY l, \YY2, :,s tallows -'The lOCconslders the current Betlcore posiuon to be inconsistent with the
needs expressed In the ICIC access requirements, and we request that this issue
be reVisited, The rCIC does not understand the reason for the inconsistency in
the Bdlcore requirementS, erp is requested for ;ill calls, regardless of access
lnterworking, Failure to address the access interworking case, significantly
reduces the benefu of the cap3.btlity,"

Belkore's Response:

--"'-'><-"'>- As indicated In BeHeore's January 3[st letter, the position the regions have taken on
thiS Issue IS to only provide CIP in the a1l-557 cases. Thus, the "Bellcore position"
on thiS matter is really the position of the regions. [CIC's May 1, 1992, letter was
sharec wlth the regions: hence, the regions are aware of [CIC's position on this
issue, The issue was revisited J( a recent meetir,g be (ween Bellcore and the
regIons. The current status of thiS Issue IS as follows:

T.-\ 394 was issued for Industry comment In MaY, 1992, and the CIP
reqUlrements in that document are as indicated in BeHcore's Janllary 31st
response to rCle The regIOns' current posuion remall1S as stated in the
LinuJ,[\' 3 \ St letter.

{C{C IS encouraged to dISCUS:, thIS Issue With the IndIVidual regions, Bellcore's
requirements ref1ec( the need) Jnd desires of the regions IClC should discuss
thIS m:mer wlth the reglOtb J:rectly, not with Betlcore, Sll1Ce (he regIOns have
direCted Bellcore to suppOrt elP only in the :l1l-SS7 cases If ICIC can get the
reglons to change their pos:uon on (hiS Issue, then (he regIOns will so direct
Belkore wah respect to the reljulrements.

Or' ..:ourse, {etC may pro\' lde comments on TA 3Y4 document per the normal
Beikore TA comment process ;md Bellcore will assess and respond to those
,-,~'mments However. it '-I\ould be rCller:ited tll:it rhe ['eglons would need to
ch:in~'e thclr rOSI\lOI1 011 the CIP requlrCl1H~I1tS 111 order for Bellcore to nnkc
"::L~'tc:,e" 111 rhe :cq:ltre:llClll
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Sincerely,

./'~

.J~

r~j7"t.:.n[XCli""""GL <:_;.I~ni~il'";

',;;')1 r~ Tn....- COt.·.· .. ',.. Tr:r

\13\' 1, !'i')::

Ann ~terrcU

Bellcore
331 Nev.m:w Spnngs Road
Room 2X1~9

Red Bank, ",'1 07701

Dear Ann:

This is to provide the ICIC's response to BeUcore's January 31., 1992 letter concerning comments to
AR-ICIC-101.

PIC3.5C contact me at (214) 918-5137 should you have any questions on the [CIC response.

----------J~
lames Joerger

Attachment

cc: i\bdcline Bogdan - ICCF Moderator

OCC: J0hn eli Bene
Cllln Robin.son
Ron Settele
Anls Khalil

~~~r..Q..uggin3
~Voody Traylor
ICC Membership

JeWler & Block
12221107
1222/107
12221107
12251107

-:Z-C:- ~- "":~',.'-:-"'1225ifd;iT
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\(" \1 It\ll '-I

l'r,,,i:>lOn of CIP tu ICs

BELLCORE: Based on ICle's response, it appears th3t tbe [OC s[)::cifiwtIon-s for ell' pr<J"lsllHunt: :lr,'
r:'.ll It should be prtlV1sionJbk on J per IC b:lSIS and for 3.li ! l(=.,lu'~s ..lS;II~ned t" th,lt H'

f--'E-.\PO~SE ThLs IS U1 J-ccord3ncc v.ith tbe [UC request

\alu~ of Carrier Ideutification Code - Call:> from non~onformin~end-olliec:>

EELLCORE ,-\s Sl..lled tn the reer preseO(JlJ,lO, f3,~!l0:H:2 r 2'"ulic;n'CIl( I", •. til" (r,'m n,'!l'",'lll 'I;];l["
(~lj,l)[flceS intenvorktng (t) SSi S[)ecl[Y the: usc of TR-~;\'.i""'~li ,l:rrcnl pLws ;,0, t~lL' T\ '.
rCI~uiremcols Jre t,) conllnue TR-31i procedures for such Cl< :~2r,.·:'re. ',II' 'xiii n,'l :",: 1",',~,lcJ ,'0 '.lil
lrom non-c,)nforming end-alGas intenl;vrKwg 10 SSi

EESPONSE: The ICIC h:lS no response Jt tbls time

J. Coding of ClP

issue closed.

4. 700/800/900 Calls

BELLCORE: The direction from the regions is to provide crp ouly in the all 5S7 cases. /-ul exception to

this is on 800 database calis. For such calis, when the con.nection from the SSP to the IC is an S57 one and
the lC has requested CIP, the ClP will be included in the !PJ'..1, based on information received from the
c'J.[3.basc, reg3.rdlcss of the [ncoming trunk type to the SSP.

f--~ESPO:-:SE Tllc [CrC considers the current BeUcore positlon [0 be incooslsten: wl,th the nceds expresseJ
,::. tne [crC Jcass requirements, and we requcst that this Lssue be rc\1sited. The [C[C does not underst),nd
cac reason for the incoG.SLstency in the BeUcore reqlliremems. CI P is requestcd for.ill. calls, regardlcss of
JC,:css lllten~,,)[k\nc; Failure to address the :lcess intenvorkin; case, signiiicJ:lt\y rcduas the benefit of the
~2;;:lbility

\lii<.:dL1neou~ - [rror Treatment

i: L'.LLCORE Would ICIC consldcr induJlr~" J drd>;[1ost;~ '.-: LI~'~ nll';SI:lg [lJr..l:lH.:tcr n;1l~,~ [u [lcr:Tlil
:::cr cr'Juhlc-shooting')

f-'.:=:SPONSE: The [erC recommends thJl rite [klicore r;;q~lr'cmenls s['cclly lllJt the rnduslOo ()ll

c.::j~nostic in thc RELeasc message bc optlonJl reail'cd or [1,,)[ «;CCIVCJ, ,)[1 a pcr inten;xcnJnge wrrlCf
1.' I ,~



Bellcore
@~ CorrvnunlcallonsResearch

January 31, 1992

Peter Guggina
Ch3.irman
ICIC
2-+00 Glenvi.lle Road
Richardson. Texas 75081

Dear Peter:

FEB I 2 1992

A. E. Merrell
Director
CCS Applications Requirements

NYC 2X-249
331 Newman Springs ROJd
Red Bank. New Jersey oro!
908758-5243

Thank you for your November 20, 1991, letter providing ICIC's response to Bellcore's
presentation on Carrier Identification Code Parameter (CIP) at ICCF #23 on July 18, 1991.
In particular, ICIC's response provided additional input on the ClP functionality specified
in AR-ICIC-lO 1.

The attached provides comments on the attachment to your November 20th letter. These
comments are the result of discussions Bellcore has had with the Regions on CIP
requirements in general and also on your letter.

If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

<X: ~1adeline Bogdan - ICCF Mcxierator
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BELLCORE COMi\1E~TSat\' IOC LETfER Of 11/20/91

1. Provision of CIP to ICs

8ased on ICIC's response, it appears that the [CIC specl;lc:J.tions for CIP provisioning
:.tre that it should be provisionable on a per IC ~JSh :;.r.j for all cJ.ITier identificatll):l
code values assigned to that Ie.

The current plan for the provisioning requirements is ti} spe~ify provision of CIP on :1

per IC per trunk group basis. On a direct 5S7 trunk group to an1t:. if the IC requests
the CIP to be sent. it will be sent for all canier lcemit;:::ltion code values th:n point t·,
that trunk group.

On common SS7 crunk groups (e.g., between :L, end office and an access tandem) thJ[
carry rraffic for several lCs, the current plan for the requirements is to specify that ClF
be included. in lAMs sent for those trunks on 3. per IC request basis, for all values of
crp for that Ie.

Value of Carrier Identification Code - Calls from non-conforming end
offices

As stated in the rCeF presentation, BeIlcore's requirements for calls from noo
confonning end offices interworking to SS7 specify the use of TR-NWT-000317
(Switching System Requirements for Call Control Using the Integrated. Services Digital
~etwork User Pan (lSDNUP» procedures. ClP is a TR 394 procedure. Thus,
current plans for the TA 394 requirements are to continue to use TR 317 procedures for
such calls~ therefore, eIF will not be included on calls from non-confonning end
offices interworking to SS7.

~. Coding of CIP

Bellcore agrees.

~. 700/800/900 Calls

The current plan for Bellcore requirements is to provide CIP on 900 calls based on
translation of the NXX code and on 800 calls based or, the contents of the response
message from the database. The provisioning 0:- CIP or, these types of calls will be the
sJ.me as described in Item 1 above.

The direction from the Regions is to provide CrP o:1ly in the all-SS7 cases. An
exception to this is on 800 database calls. For such calls. when the connection from the
SSP to the IC is an SS7 one and the Ie has reauested CIP. the CIF will be included in
the LAM, based on information received from the dJ.t3.bJ.se. regardless of the incoming
trunk ty"pc to the SSP.



5. Miscellaneous

As noted in previous items. the direction for the requirements is to provide Cli' only in
L~e all-557 cases. Therefore. there will be instances (e.g., interworking) in which CLP
may not be included in the lAM sent to an Ie. Before deciding that an error has
occ'urred when CIP is not present in the lAM, the interworking bit of the forwan:i call
indicators parameter should be examined to detennine if interworking has beer.
encountered..

. For cases in which Cli' should be present (e.g., no interworking) and it is not present
in the lAM, rcrc states that it will treat that as an error and return a cause value of
"protocol error - unspecified." Inclusion of a diagnostic is pennined with "protocot
error - unspecified" cause value. Would ICIC consider including a diagnostic with the
missing parameter name to pennit better trouble-shooting? A response by March 1,
1992, is appreciated.



ATTACHMEI\! 3

\.')SESSME:\T OF LJlYZ BELLCOR£ CO\l.\l£:\'TS
\.R-IClC-lOl

CARRIER IDENTIFICATION CODE P:\RA,\l£TER

ASSESSME!'<T Implicit \\Iithin this issue J.l1d closely tied, is determination of error, which is tied to
Issue #4 (inrerworking case). As for the diagnostic. BeHcore appears trying to compromise Previously
BeUcore had suggested use of cause value normal event - address incomplete" to signal the error
condition.

I recommend that each review whether the diagnostic can be supported in vendor development and
include in your companies' response.
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r .:YJS Tny ;:C~~~,AlT lEe

Peter GUfJ<J1nlJ. Ch8.rmsn
(214) 918-5136

Ann \krrcU
Bcllcorc
331 :\e:wm.:w Srrings R03d
Room 2X149
Red Bank, 0:ew Jersey 07701

Dear Ann:

This is to provide the ICIe's response to Bellcore's comments concerning AR-ICIC-10l which were
CDotained in your presentation at the rCCF #23 (July 18, 1991) meeting.

Please CDntact Jim Joerger at (214) 918-5137 should you have any questions regarding the lCIC response.

cc: :'1adelme Bogdan -
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ICiC RESI'O"iSE TO BELLCORE
FOR

BELLCORE COMMENTS TO IClC·AR·IOl

1. Provision of CIP to ICs (page 8):

BELLCORE

Inconsistency:

With one exception (Section 4.2), AR-ICIC-lOl indicates CIP should always be sent to all ICs.

ICIC RESPONSE

AR-ICIC-IOI section 4.1.1, paragraph 2 states, "For calls specified in this document, the optional parameter,
Carrier Identification Code (CIC) parameter, is to be included for all feature group D calls delivered to the
interexchange carrier IWith one exception. The exception case covers call dialed 950 +. In these situations,
the CIC parameter need not be included."

In addition, AR-ICIC-lOl section 4.2, states that the LEC switching entity should be able to provision the
Carrier identification code parameter on a per IC basis.

The rCIC is unable to understand Bellcore's determination of inconsistency on this point.

BELLCORE

Clarification Needed:

Specific provisioning of CIP desired by ICs. Provision as:
L .:Jways sent (all ICs)?
2. Per IC (for aU values of CIP assigned to ICr'
.3 Per CIP value?
" ,.-., ')

-+. uluer_

[erc RESPO~SE

See abo'.e response on provision of CIP to ICs. The ICIC requests that the carrier identification code be
delivered on a per IC basis. [f an IC has arranged for the delivery of the CIC parameter and the [C has
more than one carrier identification code, then, for each cali., the LEC network should determine the CIC
flJramcl-:, ·.:l1uc as described in Section ..+1. L



ATIACitME:\'T

lClC RESPONSE TO BELLCORE
FOR

BELLCORE COMMENTS TO lClC-AR·IOl

2. Value of CJ.rrier ldentificatioD Code - Calls from non<onforming end-offices (page 10):

BELLCORE

Clarification Needed:

L In section on Feature group 0, but are these FG-D calls?
2. Trunk selection process results in selection of trunk, but how should Carrier ID code be
determinw (if IC has multiple ones)?
3. Requirements (Bellcore's) state that TR-3l7 procedures are used for calls from non-conforming
end-offices inteIVIodcing to SS7; CIP is TR-394 procedure.

Ierc RESPONSE

The access requirements specified in AR-ICIC-101 provide that the LEe switching entity deliver a carrier
identification value when calls are interworked to SS7 and delivered to the interexchange carrier at an access
tandem. [n the case where an interexchange carrier has multiple carrier codes, the LEe should be able to
deliver a code value as bilaterally agreed to by the LEC and Ie. The objective of AR-ICIC-lOl is for the
carrier identification code parameter to be delivered to the IC on all calls.

3. Coding of eIP (page U):

BELLCORE

Inconsistency:

ANSI speciftcallon (TUl3.3, sections 3.8A and 3.6(4), Draft issue 2) states bits 1-4 of octet 2 indicate "digit
1: the most slgnificant digit of the carrier code. BeUcore requirements align with ANSI.

IC[C RESPONSE

rnc IClC agrees with the Beltcore comment.

BELL, :rJRE

Clarification Needed:

Coding of bits 5-8 of octet 3. ANSI has all Os. AR-IClC-I01 makes no mention of coding. Belicore
requircIDr.nts align witn ANSI.

ICIC RESPO~SE

1[1 Apr:nJl\ .-\ of AR·ICIC-101 (pg. 12), the diagram srecifies that tbe coding of bits 5-8 in octet 3 arc
c<lJ,:d ';', .',"ll' This I' in agreement ",ilh ANSI.
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ICIC RESPONSE TO BElLCORE
FOR

BELLCORE COMMENTS TO (C(C-AR-lOl

.t. 700/80.j)I~}{) Calls (page 14):

BELLCORE

Inconsistency:

ANSI defInition states CIP indicates transit network selected by originating subscriber. In AR-ICIC-lOl.,
CIP for 800/900 calls i.s based on terminating subscriber.

ICIC RESPONSE

The originating subscriber implicitly selects the interexchange carrier network by dialing an 800/900 call.
Therefore it i.s appropriate that the carrier identification code determined from the translation of the SAC
code digits should be forwarded to the Ie.

BELLCORE

Clarification Needed:

1 AN"SI defillition (CIP based on originating subscriber) vs. AR-ICIC-101 specification.
2. CIP coding for SSP functionality ouly specified for interworking MF-SS7 and SSP function at AT.
Other cases to consider?

ICIC RESPONSE

See above response on interexchange carrier network selection for 700/8001900 calis.

Regarding the BeUcore comment on functionality, the AR-ICIC-I01, Issue 1 requirements specify the
deliver\' of the carrier identification code parameter for the SSP and MF-SS7 cases. Future versions of AR
ICIC-IOl rna\' address additional needs.
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(CIC RESPONSE TO BELLCORE
FOR

BELLCORE COMMENTS TO IClC-AR-101

5. Miscellaneous (page 16):

BELLCORE

Other cause values (e.g., "normal event - address incomplete") or inclusion of diagnostic with missing
parameter name might provide for better troubleshooting. Have these been considered by ICIC?

IOC RESPONSE

The ICIC considers the non delivery of the carrier identification code parameter to be an error condition.,
not a normal event as suggested in the Bellcore comment.



ATTACIfME:"iT 3

\SSESS.\lE:\T OF l..319:! HELLU)R[ C()\l\lE,T";

AR-IClC-lOI
CARRIER IDE~TIFIC\TIOl\CODE PAR.-\.\lETER

1. Provision of CIP to ICs

BeUcore's response states that CIP \Vill be provisioned to be sent to ICs on J per IC, per trunk group
basis. and for all carrier identification wde (Clq \'alues asslgneu to the pJIticular Ie. For direct 5S7
trunks, all CIC values for the trunk group will be included in the L-\..\l sent t,=' the Ie. For trunk groups
common to all ICs, the CIP \Vill be included in ~ls sent (if the IC has requested) to the IC from the
BOC access tandem for all CIP values assigned to that Ie.

ASSESSMEI\T This is in acwrdance with the ICIC request.

2. Value of Carrier Identification Code· Calls from non,onforming end-offices

Bellcore states that for calls originating from non-wnforming end-offices (e.g., #5 Crossbar, SXS), the
resultant SS7 signaling to the IC will be as detailed in TR-317 TR-317 is not equal access signaling
based. The BOCs wncern is that they would f?ce a complex development effort to develop this
optionality, providing ever-decreasing value.

ASSESSMENT The community of non-conforming offices is decreasing, and additionally, the
percentage of traffic from these switches is small enough to consider this a minor issue.

3. Coding of CIP

Issue closed.

4. 700/800/900 Calls

The BOCs are still at issue on delivering CIP on the MF-SS7 case. The BOCs are concerned about
the extra processing involved at the tandem to map the "OZZ-x..XX" value received in the MF signaling
into the CIF parameter.

However, CIP will be delivered in the MF-SS7 case for 800 database calls, A.nd, CIP is also being
Jeveloped to support 700 & 900 calls.

ASSESSMENT: I recommend that the [C[C respond to this item restating the intent of the
:c:quirements and ask for technical justificJtlon on \'.h\ thiS c3p~lbtlitv cannot be implemented.

" \Iiscellaneous - Error Treatment

8clkorc rcqu<..:sts advice on whether the [Co, wn accommodate ~c.:nJlng a JlJ:;noslic along \\lith an REL
mc.:ssage with cause protocol error - unspccdied.' \\ hen crr is ':\p<..:cted but not received. Presentlv,
[h: usc.: of 3 diagnostic is not described in [he access requirement:;
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NEW BUSINESS AND
INTROOUCTION OF PROPQSED NEW ISSUES

PQiniS Noted:

A new Issue, ·CCS-7 Point Code and SWitch 1.0. Industry Wide Needs·, was
proposed.

2. It was suggested that the Issue proposea in Point Noted #1 may be more
approoriately addressed by the OBF, as It appears to be an ordering
procedure related to the ASR.

3. It was suggested that the network identification routing concerns described I"

this proposed Issue must be addressed before It can be discussed with the
OBF

Aoreement Reached:

1. The proposed Issue, ·CCS-7 Point Code and SWitch I.D. Industry Wide
Needs·, was not accepted as a new Issue. However, the information
provided with this proposed Issue Statement will be forwarded to the new
Workshop created to address new Issue #274, to be addressed there. (See
the Data Integrity Group Standing Committee section of these meeting notes.)

Points Noted:

-~>-.-->- 4. A new Issue, ·CCS7 Switch TCAP Message Routing", was proposed. See
the Issue Statement and diagram in this Section of the meeting notes.

5. It was suggested that the selection of a Carrier to transport a TCAP message
when a customer is updating their screenlist, and not placing a call, is under
the purview of the associated local exchange carrier, as described in TA 606.

6. It was noted by the Issue Originator that this proposed new Issue suggests
that there are other alternatives than the local exchange carrier selection of a
carrier (the 'BCC Select Method') as described in Point Noted #5 -- for
example, the End User PIC method -. that should be described in the
appropriate specific feature document, which in this case would be TA 220.

7. It was suggested that the technical capabilities described in TA 606 and TA
220 are not mutually exclUSive.

8 It was suggested that TA 606 describes the possible technical solutions for
Camer selection at the message level. and that the decision to use the BCC
Select method as described In TA 220 is a business policy one that the local
exchange carrier IS entitled to make.
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Agreement Reached:

2 The prooosed new Issue, "CCS7 Switch TCAP Message Routing·, was not
accepted on the basis that it is not a national technical interconnectIon issue.

Points Noted:

9. MCI suggested that, from its perspective, it appears that most access
providers present at this meeting are of the opinion that TCAP messages
associated with interLATA screenlist editing (TA 220) do not need to be
routed via the End User PIC method.

10. A new Issue, "Technical Interconnection and Routing Issues Associated with
the Implementation of New Non-Geographic Codes·, was proposed.

11. The Issue recommends that a Workshop be established to address the
particular technical interconnection and routing arrangements. current or
new, that may be used to provide new non-geographic services such as
PCS.

12. A concern was expressed that acceptance of this new Issue should not be
used to delay implementation of the PCS non-geographic service. as an
example.

13. It was suggested that this new Issue, in terms of access arrangements that
could be outlined. could have the potential to disrupt some service providers'
plans re: implementation of new non-geographic services.

14. It was noted that. although it may be desirable. service providers' plans in
terms of how they may impact access arrangements could only be discussed
relative to this Issue to the extent they were non-proprietary.

AQreements Reached:

3. The new Issue. "Technical Interconnection and Routing Issues Associated
with the Implementation of New Non-Geographic Codes·, was accepted. The
ICCF Issue number will be 275.

4. A new ICCF Workshop will be established to address Issue 275. Chris
Kostenbader, Bell Atlantic Mobile, and Craig Wiseman, U S WEST,
volunteered to Co-Chair the Workshop.
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ICCF ISSUE IDENTIFICATION .FORM

ISSUE TITLE:
CCS7 Switch TCAP Message Routing

"ISSUE ORIGINATOR: J. Joerger
"COMPANY: MCI
'TELEPHONE l': 214-918-5137
"REQUESTED RESOLUTION DATE: ASAP

(optiona~

ISSUE l':

DATE SUBMITTED: 9/17/93
DATE ACCEPTED:
WORKSHOP ASSIGNED:
CURRENT STATUS:
RESOLUTION DATE:

.1.'
/

• 1. ISSUE STATEMENT: TA-N'NT-000220, Issue 4, concerning SS7 TeAP SWlt:r,-:o
switch messages. specifies the routing and selection of an internetwork SS7 tranS:Jort
network via the nerNork chosen by the LEe. and does not incl:.;de network selecton
based on user presubscription.

"2. SUGGESTED RESOLUTION OR OUTPUT/SERVICE DESIRED: Explore the
various technical alternatives to enable the formation and routing of SS7 non-call
associated messages for CLASS internetwork, interLATA screen list editing messages
in the same context as the routing of interLATA call setup messages.

'3. OTHER IMPACTS (if any):

4. CURRENT ACTIVITY:

;,. RESOLUTION:

JPDt..TED:

. 70 be filled in by Originator

ICCF REFERENCES:
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~ 7. A new Issue, "CCS7 Switch TCAP Message Routing", was proposed by
Jim Joerger. MCI. Jim noted that he proposed a similar new Issue at
ICCF30, which his proposal today clarifies.

8. This proposed Issue requests that a Workshop be formed to develop
language that would revise the technical requirements to select and route
Internetwork, interLATA TCAP Signaling messages according to equal
access means.

9. It was suggested that TA 606 describes the possible technical solutions fer
Carrier selection at the message level, and that the decision to use the
BCC Select method as descnbed in TA 220 is a business poiicy one that
the local exchange carrier IS entitled to make.

10. Mel noted that they do not agree with the statement in Point Noted #9. ara
further that they understand that Bell Atlantic and others are treating this as
an issue that needs to be resolved in the regulatory arena.

11. Bell Atlantic responded to Point Noted #10 that they do not believe this is a
regulatory or a technical issue.

12. MCI does not agree with Bell Atlantic but interprets Bell Atlantic's point as
being that technical changes are not required because they were not
mandated by a regulatory agency.

13. USTA indicated for Independent Telephone Companies that this issue is
purely a business decision and has nothing to do with any regulatory
arena.

AQreement Reached:

----7? 5. It was agreed that there is not consensus to accept the proposed new
Issue, "CCS7 Switch TCAP Message Routing".

POints Noted:

14. In response to a request to document statements of those Companies who
did not support acceptance of the proposed new Issue "CCS7 Switch
TeAP Message Routing", Bell Atlantic, U S WEST, and USTA stated for the
record that they consider routing of internetwork interLATA non-eall-setup
to be official communications and thus a bUSiness policy decision that the
LEC IS entitled to make.

During meeting notes review Amentech indicated that they also agree with
this statement.

Pacific Bell indicated that they will provide a written response to this
request
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ISSUE C =ilGINATOR: J. ';cerg if
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TEL..E?j-ICNE #: 214--e18-5137
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DATE :'CCEPTED:
WORKSHOP ASSIGNED:
CURRENT STATUS:
RES~TION DATE:
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2.

3.

iSSUE STATatENT: TA·N'WT-000220, Issue 4 cO(Iceming SS7 TCAP Iwltch-to .
8W'ltCh messages, specIfies the routing and &election ot an InternetworK SS7
transpart netwark VII the network choun by the LEe, and aces ncrt include network
selection based on cur preaubscrlptlon. The SQeCificnon should in~ude the
capability to se4ec1 and route the IrrtemelV1'OC"k, Intert.ATA TeA? slg;'lallng messages
8UOCiated with this ~ce accordIng to equallJccsss maen. because the signalIng
actions are being taken 8S a result of end-user actions.

SUGGESTED RESOLUTION OR OUTPUT DESIRED: E1tablish a WorkshopfTask
Group to develop language which reVIse the technlc!1 requirements to enable the
fom1ation and routing 01 SS7 non-call associated mUlag" for Inter-network,
imerLATA screen list editing menages In the same context as the rOlJ1ing of
imerlATA call setup messages.

OTHER IMPACTS:

C;JRRENT ACTIVliY:

::: RESOLUTION:
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